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ARTICLE INFOABSTRACT 
In two studies. we investigate the effects of individuals' power motivation on decision­	 Keywords: 
making. We distinguish between two types of power motivation [McClelland. D. C.	 Power motive 
Motivation(1970). The two faces of power. Journal of International Affairs. 24. 29-47; Winter. D. G. 
Decision-making(1973). The power motive. New York: The Free Press] and demonstrate that both types of Prosocial
power motivation facilitate influential decision-making but that each type plays a different Antisocial 
role in different contexts. In a conflict context (Study 1). individuals' personalized (self­ Deliberation 
serving) power motivation was associated with antisocial decisions. and in a healthcare Motives 
context (Study 2). individuals socialized (other-serving) power motivation was associated Striving 
with prosocial decisions. Furthermore. the type of power motivation elicited in each con­ Needs 
Desirestext was associated with less perceived need to deliberate over the relevant policy decision. 
In separating out the independent effects of each type of power motivation. we are able to 
explain more variance in decision-making behavior across various contexts than in models 
using aggregate power motivation (personalized plus socialized). 
1. Introduction 
Individuals vary in the extent to which they desire to influence others and gain social status. This need for power. or 
power motivation. can only be satisfied when one is able to make decisions or take actions that affect others' lives 
(McClelland. 1975; Winter. 1973; Winter, 1992), and only some situations present opportunities to have this kind of impact. 
People in policy-making positions-political leaders and their advisors-have such opportunities all the time. and their 
power motivation is an important predictor of a wide range of behavior and accomplishments while in office (Ferguson & 
Barth. 2002; Hermann. 1980; Winter. 2002. 2005). Political leaders' power motivation has been connected not only to mil­
itary aggression and unilateral policy-making (Hermann. 1980; Winter. 2002) but also to positive impressions of their ser­
vice and significant achievements (Ferguson & Barth, 2002; Winter. 1987). The literature on ordinary individuals parallels 
these assessments of political leaders: power motivation has been linked, on the one hand. to a number of depraved behav­
iors (Winter. 1973.2000) and, on the other hand. to self-selecting into helping professions (Winter & Stewart, 1978). Despite 
these disparate findings. little is known about the role that power motivation plays in the decision-making processes that 
lead to these varied outcomes. 
We address this gap in the literature first by noting an important distinction that has been neglected in recent research on 
power motivation (but see Harms. Roberts. & Wood, 2007). We note that the motivation for power can be conceptualized as 
two separable desires corresponding to distinct kinds of influence: a desire to influence for self-serving and even antisocial 
                  
                  
                       
                  
                   
                   
               
      
              
              
                
                
                    
                
                 
                
              
                  
                 
                  
                  
                 
                 
       
                      
                
                    
                   
     
      
               
                 
                   
                   
                  
                
                
                  
                
                 
               
                  
          
               
                  
                 
                 
                     
                
                
                   
                   
                 
                     
                   
       
ends, and a desire to inﬂuence for other-serving or prosocial ends (McClelland, 1970, 1975, 1985; McClelland & Wilsnack,
1972; Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978). The current research builds on this distinction by proposing that although
all people who are motivated by power seek to have inﬂuence, they can differ in the kinds of decisions they make and actions
they take to have their inﬂuence. One type of power motivation drives individuals toward decisions that serve others’ inter­
ests, and another type of power motivation drives individuals toward decisions that serve their own interests often at the
expense of the interests of others. Second, we explore how, in different contexts, specifying which type of power motivation
is relevant is crucial in understanding the role of power motivation in the decision-making process.
2. Contrasting effects of power motivation
Power motivation has been associated primarily with assertive, aggressive, and reprehensible behaviors and outcomes
(Winter, 2000). Speciﬁcally, power motivation is related negatively to making concessions during conﬂict resolution
(Langner & Winter, 2001) and positively to assertiveness in friendships (McAdams, Healy, & Krause, 1984), sexual
aggression (Winter, 1973; Zurbriggen, 2000), extreme risk taking (McClelland & Watson, 1973), and, for US presidents,
engagement in war (Winter, 1987). Although it typically has been cast in a dark shadow, some have argued that the
motivation for power can drive prosocial inﬂuence as well. In these conceptualizations of power motivation, research
has focused increasingly on the moderating effects of other individual difference variables. One hypothesis has been that
a strong inhibition tendency, or activity inhibition, provides a check on impulsive, antisocial behavior associated with
high power motivation (McClelland & Wilsnack, 1972; Schultheiss & Brunstein, 2002), steering individuals toward pro-
social behavior (McClelland, 1985, pp. 297–302; Spangler & House, 1991). A second hypothesis has been that a high
sense of responsibility combined with a strong power motive creates a desire for prosocial inﬂuence (Winter, 1988; Win­
ter & Barenbaum, 1985). A third hypothesis relates to a gender difference in the manifestation of power motivation,
asserting that women use their power motivation for more prosocial ends than do men (McClelland, 1975, pp. 47–
58; McClelland, 1985, pp. 280–282; Winter, 1988; Winter & Barenbaum, 1985; Winter & Stewart, 1978). These three
approaches all aim to explain why some individuals with strong power motivation do not exert negative inﬂuence
and sometimes even strive to help others.
We adopt a different approach, one that is based not on moderators but rather on the separation of two types of power
motivation (McClelland, 1970; Winter, 1973). This approach suggests that within power motivation, there exists more than
one drive, similar in the desire to have inﬂuence but divergent in their ultimate consequences. Our goals in the current man­
uscript are to continue to develop this theoretical distinction between two types of power motivation and to test their asso­
ciations with various decision-making processes.
3. Socialized versus personalized power motivation
McClelland and Winter, along with their respective colleagues, have independently pursued the notion that the motiva­
tion for power has two distinct components (McClelland, 1970, 1975, 1985; McClelland & Wilsnack, 1972; Winter, 1973;
Winter & Stewart, 1978). Winter and colleagues (Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978) have argued that an egoistic, at
times antisocial, desire for power and inﬂuence is separable from a concern with avoiding the depraved aspects of power
and instead wanting to use inﬂuence for others’ beneﬁt. Similarly, McClelland and Wilsnack (1972) have found that one
can desire to have inﬂuence over others either for self-serving, ‘‘personalized,” reasons, or for other-serving, ‘‘socialized,” rea­
sons. Both Winter’s and McClelland’s distinctions are based on a differentiation of the outcomes that power-motivated indi­
viduals seek through their inﬂuence, outcomes that differ in their regard for others’ welfare (see Thomas, Goleman, &
Goldstein, 1972; Winter, 1992 to compare the nearly identical coding schemes). This interpretation is consistent with ﬁnd­
ings that personalized power motivation is positively related to the acquisition of prestigious possessions (Winter, 1973) and
elevated testosterone after dominating an opponent in a competitive game (Schultheiss, Campbell, & McClelland, 1999),
whereas socialized power motivation is positively related to ratings of oneself as a responsible individual and to selecting
a teaching profession for one’s career (Winter & Stewart, 1978).
In previous research, personalized and socialized power motivation scores have been derived by dividing aggregate
power motivation into these two types. Thus, both types of power motivation are necessarily correlated with the aggregate
score (McClelland & Watson, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978). Conceptually, this means that individuals with high socialized
power motivation and individuals with high personalized power motivation have a stronger desire to inﬂuence others than
do individuals who score low in both types of power motivation; it is what they hope to achieve through their inﬂuence (per­
sonalized versus socialized ends) that distinguishes them. In relation to each other, personalized and socialized power moti­
vation are theoretically independent. To illustrate this independence, consider three individuals, all of whom decide to
pursue careers in politics. One of these individuals, who is high in socialized power motivation but not personalized power
motivation, pursues this career to improve the welfare of a constituent group. Another, who is high in personalized power
motivation but not socialized power motivation, seeks political ofﬁce to achieve recognition and to coerce others into ben­
eﬁting him. The other individual, high in both types of power motivation, is motivated both by the promise of helping others
and by the trappings of political ofﬁce. (An individual low in both types of power motivation presumably would choose an­
other career in which inﬂuence is unimportant.)
               
                     
                 
                 
                 
                      
                 
                     
                   
        
        
                  
                   
                    
                 
                    
                   
                     
                   
                
                 
       
                
                    
                  
                   
                  
                    
                
                    
             
    
               
                     
              
                   
                
                  
       
                 
                       
                   
                    
               
             
   
    
                 
               
                  
                   
                
                  
                   
Although power motivation does affect long-term outcomes such as professional positions (McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982;
Winter, 1973), it also affects behavior in the near term. Our focus is on a relatively unexplored aspect of power motivation:
how different types of power motivation affect decision-making processes and choices in different types of situations. Some
decisions are clearly embedded within contexts focused on the welfare of others (e.g., education, healthcare), whereas other
decisions are embedded within contexts that highlight self-interest and conﬂict (e.g., ﬁnancial markets, war). For example, a
political leader might have to decide whether or not to escalate a conﬂict during an international crisis, or she might need to
consider a health policy that is expected to reduce mortality rates. In these situations, understanding a decision-maker’s de­
sire to have inﬂuence on others, or power motivation, is only a ﬁrst step in predicting her policy choices; understanding the
strength of her personalized power motivation in the international conﬂict and, in the healthcare context, the strength of her
socialized power motivation, may be even more important.
4. Different contexts elicit different types of motivation
Like other features of the person, motivation drives behavior based on its interaction with aspects of the situation
(Brunstein & Maier, 2005; Fodor, Wick, & Hartsen, 2006; Maner, Gailliot, Butz, & Peruche, 2007; Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Rob­
erts & Pomerantz, 2004; Shah, Higgins, & Friedman, 1998). Situations vary in the extent to which they ‘‘pull” or elicit moti­
vational drives and offer incentives compatible with satisfying a given motive (Schultheiss, 2001). In the current manuscript,
we focus on situations that we expect will elicit either personalized or socialized power motivation, and we assume that the
context must elicit one of these types of power motivation for it to drive the decision-making process. In these motive-elic­
iting contexts, we expect that individuals with a high level of the elicited type of power motive will make decisions more
consistent with satisfying that motive than will individuals with a low level of the motive. Speciﬁcally, we hypothesize that
in contexts characterized by competition and conﬂict, personalized power motivation will predict a preference for escalating
the conﬂict, and in contexts associated with caring for others’ well-being, socialized power motivation will predict a prefer­
ence for maximizing positive impact on others.
In addition to affecting one’s outcome preferences and decisions, we hypothesize that power motivation is associated
with the process of making the decision as well. Before choosing how to respond in many situations, individuals have some
amount of time to think over the implications of different potential responses, to contemplate whether or not various op­
tions are desirable. We use the term deliberation to describe this process of considering one’s options and the related pro­
cesses of seeking additional time or information before deciding how to respond. One direct implication of the notion
that situations can elicit motives is that, once a motive has been elicited, the motivational drive might help reduce the per­
ceived need to deliberate by directing the individual toward a motive-satisfying response. Thus, we hypothesize that social­
ized power motivation will reduce the perceived need to deliberate in contexts in which the focus is on others’ well-being,
and personalized power motivation will do the same in situations rife with conﬂict.
5. Overview of studies
In two studies, we examine our hypotheses that socialized and personalized power motivation guide individuals’ per­
ceived need to deliberate as well as their ultimate decisions in contexts that elicit one of these two types of power motiva­
tion. We measure participants’ decision-making behavior in two engaging simulations that reﬂect complicated and
consequential decision-making situations in real life. In Study 1, a simulation of the Cuban Missile Crisis, we predict that
personalized power motivation will be associated with preferences for less deliberation and for escalating the conﬂict
and that, in this conﬂict situation, personalized power motivation will be a more effective predictor of decision-making than
will aggregate power motivation (socialized plus personalized).
In Study 2, participants role-play a Food and Drug Administration decision-maker and are charged with deciding whether
or not to approve a new drug for the market. The clinical trials have shown that the drug, on balance, beneﬁts society; thus,
we predict that participants high in socialized power motivation will perceive less need for deliberation and will be more
likely to approve the drug than will participants low in socialized power motivation. Furthermore, in Study 2, we test the
predictive validity of our hypothesized distinction between socialized and personalized power motivation against the three
previously hypothesized moderators of aggregate power motivation discussed above: activity inhibition, sense of responsi­
bility, and gender.
6. Overview of methods
The motivation for power can operate implicitly or explicitly, much like other basic motivational constructs, such as afﬁl­
iation-intimacy (e.g., McAdams, 1982) and achievement (e.g., McClelland, 1961) motivation. The implicit and explicit forms
of power motivation are measured differently, are largely independent of each other (Brunstein & Maier, 2005; Kehr, 2004;
King, 1995; but see Emmons & McAdams, 1991), and can yield different effects (e.g., Spangler, 1992; for reviews, see
McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989; Schultheiss, 2001; Woike, Mcleod, & Goggin, 2003). The implicit power motive
is typically measured with an adapted form of the Thematic Apperception Test or other written responses to a motive-elic­
iting stimulus or situation (Winter, 1991), and it affects the pleasure derived from activities that provide an incentive to
                 
                
          
               
                  
                  
               
                  
                  
                 
                    
                 
             
                
                    
                     
                   
            
          
                  
                    
                
                   
                    
                  
                  
                 
                      
      
  
  
                 
                  
          
    
              
                    
                
                  
                 
                     
                  
                     
                
      
                 
                 
                
                  
                 
                 
                    
                  
                     
satisfy the power motive (Koestner, Weinberger, & McClelland, 1991; McClelland et al., 1989; Pang & Schultheiss, 2005;
Schultheiss & Pang, 2007). Explicit power motivation is self-reported and guides individuals’ responses such that their deci­
sions are aligned with their motivation (McClelland et al., 1989).
This implicit versus self-reported distinction has been important in understanding the conditions under which power
motivation predicts different kinds of outcomes (Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998); however, it is not well
understood with respect to the personalized and socialized types of power motivation. We expected that in a strong, mo­
tive-arousing context, implicit power motivation could affect decision-making in a manner similar to self-reported power
motivation. Thus, we used both implicit and self-report measures of power motivation developed in prior research to predict
decision-making in contexts that we expected would elicit either personalized or socialized power motivation. In Study 1, we
adapted a technique used by Peterson, Winter, and Doty (1994) and Langner and Winter (2001), measuring participants’
motivation from their drafts of a letter responding to Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev in the context of a simulation of
the Cuban Missile Crisis. In Study 2, we derived participants’ motivation from lists of self-reported personal strivings
(Emmons, 1989, 1997; Emmons & McAdams, 1991; see also Igreja et al., 2000).
These measures also allowed us to score afﬁliation motivation. Afﬁliation motivation—a desire to have friendly relations
with others—has been shown to relate to some kinds of prosocial behavior (e.g., Langner & Winter, 2001) and thus was
important to include as a control variable in our analyses. The vast impact of the decisions that participants made in the sce­
narios led us to expect that power motivation (personalized in the conﬂict context and socialized in the healthcare context)
would be a more effective predictor of decision-making than would afﬁliation motivation.
7. Study 1: Escalating conﬂict in the Cuban Missile Crisis
In the ﬁrst study, participants were asked to generate a simulated series of reactions to Soviet Premier Nikita
S. Khrushchev’s letter written to US President John F. Kennedy on October 26, 1962, a deﬁning moment during the Cuban
Missile Crisis. We measured participants’ socialized and personalized power motivation using a technique developed in prior
work (Langner & Winter, 2001; Peterson et al., 1994): participants drafted a letter replying to Premier Khrushchev, and we
scored motive imagery in the body of the letter. Then, we presented participants with a number of speciﬁc policy response
options associated with varying degrees of escalation, and participants were asked to indicate the advice they would give
President Kennedy by rank ordering the policy options. Participants also indicated the extent to which they would advise
President Kennedy to deliberate over this decision. We predicted that in this conﬂict context personalized power motivation
would be associated with advice to engage in an aggressive response to escalate the conﬂict with the Soviet Union and not to
deliberate extensively over the policy decision.
7.1. Method
7.1.1. Participants
Participants were 96 students and staff (63 women and 33 men; 40 Asian/Asian-American, 27 Caucasian, 11 Chicano/
Hispanic/Latino, 11 African-American, and 7 unknown) at an East Coast university who were offered $10 in exchange for
their participation. The median age of participants was 20 years.
7.1.2. Design and procedure
This experiment had two measured independent variables, socialized and personalized power motivation. The procedure
was identical to Peterson et al. (1994); see also Langner and Winter, 2001, Study (2) except where speciﬁc details are pro­
vided. Participants ﬁrst read an information sheet describing important events during the Cuban Missile Crisis, including
President Kennedy’s decision to create a naval blockade preventing the Soviet Union from delivering weapons to Cuba. Then,
participants read an abbreviated version of Premier Khrushchev’s letter to President Kennedy in which he warned the Pres­
ident about the consequences of the United States’ actions and suggested that it was up to the President whether the conﬂict
escalated or de-escalated. Following their reading of Khrushchev’s letter, participants were asked to draft a reply to Premier
Khrushchev on behalf of the President. The next page contained 15 lines on which to draft a letter addressed to Premier
Khrushchev; the footer included a closing from President Kennedy. We derived participants’ motivational scores from the
text they wrote in these letters.
7.1.2.1. Coding letters for power motivation and afﬁliation motivation. Two independent coders ﬁrst were trained in scoring
motive imagery in running text (Winter, 1991) and then scored participants’ letters from President Kennedy to Premier
Khrushchev for afﬁliation motive imagery and power motive imagery. According to these rules, the following constitute afﬁl­
iation motive images: (a) positive feelings toward others, (b) negative feelings about disruption of a friendly relationship, (c)
companionate activities, and (d) solicited nurturing acts. The following were scored as power motive images: (a) forceful
behaviors that affect others, (b) controlling or inﬂuencing others, (c) impressing others, (d) arousing emotions in others,
(e) concern for reputation or position, and (f) giving unsolicited help to others. To capture the different forms of power moti­
vation, the power motive images were classiﬁed further as personalized or socialized power motivation. An image was coded
as socialized power motivation if it (a) involved a goal that beneﬁts others; (b) expressed doubt about the ability to inﬂuence,
                    
                
                   
                
                  
                   
           
                 
              
                 
                        
                   
                     
    
                 
                  
                 
                   
    
        
           
            
                    
                 
            
                 
                     
                    
                     
                     
                  
      
  
   
                  
                 
                 
               
                 
 
 
             
   
             
                  
                 
                
                        
             
                   
    
 
              
               
               
control, or impress; or (c) indicated that power is dangerous, deceptive, or ﬂawed. All other power motive images were coded
as personalized power motivation; the sum of personalized and socialized power motivation images equaled the total num­
ber of power motive images for each subject (Winter, 1992). The reliability across judges was high for afﬁliation motivation
and personalized and socialized power motivation (as > .84). The judges resolved all disagreements through discussion.
Fifty-ﬁve percent of the power motive images were personalized, and 45% were socialized. None of the motivation scores
was signiﬁcantly correlated with the length of the letters (i.e., word count); therefore, we used the raw motivation scores
instead of standardized scores in all analyses (Schultheiss & Pang, 2007).
One potential concern about measuring motivation directly from text written within the conﬂict context is that the moti­
vation measures themselves might have reﬂected participants’ preferences for escalation or de-escalation, which could arti­
ﬁcially inﬂate the relationship between this measure of participants’ motivation and the policy response options that they
rank ordered after writing the letter. To control for this we asked two coders to score each letter on a 7-point scale for the
extent to which the participant indicated that the US would de-escalate or escalate the conﬂict (1 = extreme de-escalation;
7 = extreme escalation). These scores measuring escalation in the letter to Khrushchev were averaged (a = .81) for use as a
control variable in analyses.
7.1.2.2. Dependent measures. After writing their letters, participants were asked to give President Kennedy advice about the
actions the US should take in response to Khrushchev. Participants then rank ordered the following seven policy response
options (from Langner & Winter, 2001; Peterson et al., 1994) (1 = the best advice; 7 = the worst advice):
1. Ignore Khrushchev; bomb the missile bases, and launch a full-scale US invasion to remove all offensive weapons and
overthrow the Castro regime.
2. Ignore Khrushchev, and bomb the missile bases.
3. Ignore Khrushchev, and tighten the US blockade to include oil.
4. Ignore Khrushchev; leave the US blockade as it is, and wait.
5. Leave the US blockade as it is, but offer to negotiate with Khrushchev on the basis of his proposals.
6. Call off the blockade, and offer to negotiate with Khrushchev on the basis of his proposals.
7. Accept Khrushchev’s proposals as they stand, and call off the blockade.
After ranking the policy options, participants responded to four questions measuring the extent to which they would ad­
vise President Kennedy to deliberate over the policy response: ‘‘To what extent is it advisable to defer the decision about how
to respond until further evidence can be collected?” (1 = not at all; 9 = extremely), ‘‘How quickly would you advise the
President make his decision?” (1 = not at all; 9 = extremely), ‘‘To what extent is it advisable to seize the opportunity to re­
spond now?” (1 = not at all; 9 = extremely), and ‘‘To what extent should the decision about how to respond be expedited?”
(1 = not at all; 9 = very much). The last three questions were reverse-scored. Finally, participants reported their demographic
information and were debriefed and paid.
7.2. Results
7.2.1. Preliminary analyses
Six participants were removed from all analyses because they did not follow instructions in ranking the policy options.
The four questions measuring advised deliberation were averaged (a = .72). The Policy Option rankings were reverse-scored,
such that higher numbers represented stronger approval of the Policy Options. Although the policy option rankings are tech­
nically ordinal measures, they were decomposed into two variables approximating interval measures by averaging Policy
Options 1–3 to create an advised escalation index and Policy Options 5–7 to create an advised de-escalation index.1 The
descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for the measured variables are presented in Table 1.
7.2.2. Regression analyses
We constructed general linear models comparing whether aggregate power motivation or personalized power motiva­
tion, controlling for socialized power motivation, was a more effective predictor of advice to deliberate over the policy re­
sponse and to escalate the conﬂict. We included afﬁliation motivation and gender as additional control variables, and
because the measure of escalation from participants’ letter to Khrushchev was indeed correlated with the dependent mea­
sures (see Table 1), we also included it as a control variable. The results of these models in Table 2 are consistent with our
hypotheses: after separating socialized and personalized power motivation, personalized power motivation explained more
variance in participants’ advice to deliberate over the decision and to select an escalatory policy response than did aggregate
power motivation (compare the R2 in models 2 versus 1 and 4 versus 3). Speciﬁcally, personalized power motivation was
associated with advising less deliberation and greater escalation. Only the models including the predicted independent ef­
fects of socialized and personalized power motivation (Models 2 and 4) will be discussed further.                      
                    
                  
 We also analyzed the policy response rankings in seven separate ordinal logit models. Consistent with the results using the escalation and de-escalation
indexes, these models revealed that personalized power motivation was positively associated with preferences for two escalation options: Policy Options 1
(p = .068) and 3 (p = .017). Socialized power motivation was not signiﬁcantly associated with any options.
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations, Study 1
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4a 4b 5 6 7
1. Female 0.64 0.94 — �.00 �.05 .03 �.04 .02 �.05 �.21*
2. Escalation in letter to Khrushchev 3.63 0.77 — �.44*** .14 �.00 .07 .26* �.21*
3. Afﬁliation motivation 0.74 0.74 — �.01 �.11 �.09 .00 .10
4a. Personalized power motivation 0.72 0.75 — �.40*** �.25* .32** �.12
4b. Socialized power motivation 0.59 0.62 — .07 �.13 .08
5. Advised deliberation 4.55 1.39 — �.21* .05
6. Advised escalation in policy response options 2.54 0.92 — �.50***
7. De-escalation 4.80 0.97 —
Note. N = 90. Female is a binary variable for which M represents the proportion of female participants.
* p 6 .05.
** p < .01.
*** p < .001.
Table 2
Comparison of OLS regression analyses of advised deliberation and advised escalation on aggregate power motivation versus socialized and personalized power
motivation in a simulation of the Cuban Missile Crisis, Study 1
Advised deliberation Advised escalation in policy response options
1 2 3 4
� 0.02 (0.16) � 0.03 (0.16) 0.04 (0.10) 0.05 (0.10)
0.11 (0.21) 0.14 (0.21) 0.36** (0.14) 0.33* (0.13)
� 0.16 (0.22) � 0.12 (0.22) 0.19 (0.14) 0.15 (0.14)
� 0.39 (0.20) 0.22 (0.13)
� 0.53* (0.21) 0.34* (0.14)
� 0.12 (0.26) � 0.01 (0.16)
.05 .08 .12 .17
Female






Note. N = 90. Unstandardized coefﬁcients with standard errors in parentheses. Aggregate Power Motivation = Socialized Power Motivation + Personalized
Power Motivation.
* p < .05.
** p < .01.                
                   
                 
                  
                  
                    
                   
                
   
                 
                    
                          
                 
                        
                       
                  
       
                   
               
                       
  
              
                
                 
7.2.2.1. Advised deliberation. In Model 2, personalized power motivation was negatively related to advised deliberation in
this conﬂict context, p = .016, lending support to the hypothesis that deliberation would be reduced in contexts eliciting
one of the two types of power motivation. Socialized power motivation, afﬁliation motivation, escalation measured in the
response letters to Khrushchev, and gender all were not signiﬁcant predictors of advice to deliberate (ps > .5).
7.2.2.2. Advised escalation in policy response options. Also supportive of our hypotheses, Model 4 reveals that, even after
accounting for the extent to which participants wrote about escalating the conﬂict in their letters to Khrushchev, p = .015,
personalized power motivation was positively related to escalation in the policy response options, p = .013. As we expected,
socialized power motivation, gender, and afﬁliation motivation were unrelated to escalation in the policy response options
(ps > .27).
7.2.2.3. Advised de-escalation in policy response options. Regressing de-escalation in the policy response options on the same
independent variables, as we expected, personalized power motivation was not signiﬁcant, b = �0.10, SE = 0.15, p = .521. Nei­
ther socialized power motivation, b = 0.06, SE = 0.18, p = .723, nor afﬁliation motivation, b = 0.02, SE = 0.15, p = .521, were re­
lated to de-escalation; however, the extent to which participants wrote about escalation in their letters to Khrushchev
showed a negative trend with de-escalation in the policy response options, b = �0.25, SE = 0.15, p = .098, and there was a
marginally signiﬁcant tendency for women to favor de-escalation more than for men, b = 0.21, SE = 0.11, p = .057. This gender
result is consistent with previous research, which shows that women engage in more cooperative behavior than men in con­
ﬂict situations (Walters, Stuhlmacher, & Meyer, 1998).
In a model examining the preference for ignoring Khrushchev and leaving the naval blockade in place (Policy Option 4),
although there were no statistically signiﬁcant effects of the independent variables, personalized power motivation trended
toward a negative relationship with this option, b = �0.36, SE = 0.20, p = .079 (for other independent variables, ps > .2).
7.3. Discussion
This study demonstrates that separating out personalized and socialized power motivation provides a more comprehen­
sive explanation for two aspects of individuals’ decision-making preferences—their desire to deliberate over the decision as
well as their preferences for different types of outcomes—than does the traditionally aggregated power motivation score in
                     
                  
               
                  
                  
                     
                  
 
          
                 
                 
                  
                  
                
                  
       
                
                    
                  
                   
                   
               
     
  
  
                
                   
         
    
            
                  
        
               
                 
                    
                    
                  
   
              
                   
                 
                 
                  
                    
                       
                  
                  
                   
  
                   
                  
an escalating conﬂict. As we predicted, in this context where one’s advice to aggress would have an aversive impact on the
other party in a conﬂict, personalized power motivation predicts preferences for escalation. We also found support for the
hypothesis that personalized power motivation reduces the perceived need for deliberation about a consequential decision.
The predicted effects of personalized power motivation and the lack of any signiﬁcant effects for socialized power motivation
in this conﬂict context are consistent with the notion that different contexts differentially elicit each type of power motiva­
tion. In selecting a different situation in the next study, a healthcare scenario, we were able to test whether a context typ­
ically associated with consideration for the well-being of others would elicit the effects of socialized power motivation on
decision-making.
8. Study 2: Approving a life-saving drug for the FDA
In Study 2, we moved from an international conﬂict simulation, which provided an opportunity to satisfy personalized
power motivation by escalating the conﬂict, to a healthcare context, which provided an opportunity to satisfy socialized
power motivation by making a decision that would improve and save lives. We used another previously validated method
to measure power motivation by asking participants to report explicitly their strivings in their personal lives (Emmons &
McAdams, 1991). To check that decision-making in this context was indeed determined by socialized power motivation
and not by the interaction of aggregate power motivation and activity inhibition, sense of responsibility, or gender, we mea­
sured the latter three variables as well.
Power motivation can drive decision-making not only because individuals motivated by power can inﬂuence targets of
their choices but also because they can impress others who notice their behavior and judge their social status (Winter &
Stewart, 1978). Although the results of Study 1 indicate that power motivation affects decision-making in private, in Study
2 we sought to test whether this association is even stronger in public. Thus, we manipulated whether participants were
being judged for a leadership position by the others attending their session. The existing theory suggests that under these
conditions, the association between power motivation and decision-making behavior would be stronger than under private
conditions (Winter & Stewart, 1978).
8.1. Method
8.1.1. Participants
Participants were 71 students and staff (41 women and 30 men; 28 Asian/Asian-American, 24 Caucasian, 11 African-
American, 4 Chicano/Hispanic/Latino, and 4 unknown) at a West Coast university who were offered $7 in exchange for their
participation. The median age of participants was 19 years.
8.1.2. Overview and design
This experiment had two measured independent variables—socialized and personalized power motivation—and one manip­
ulated two-level independent variable, whether the participant believed his or her decisions would be judged by the other
participants for a leadership position (public versus private).
8.1.2.1. Power motivation measure. Power motivation was measured by having participants list their personal strivings
(Emmons, 1986, 1989; Emmons & McAdams, 1991). Personal strivings are more general than goals with speciﬁc plans
(e.g., yell at him) and more speciﬁc than motives (e.g., arouse emotions in others); strivings (e.g., let others know my feel­
ings) reﬂect the goals that an individual is typically trying to accomplish. The present experiment was the ﬁrst empirical test
of whether or not socialized and personalized power motivation represented in personal strivings could be used to predict
targeted, situation-speciﬁc behavior.
8.1.2.2. Public/private manipulation. In the public/private manipulation, participants were told either that their reported
decisions would be viewed by other people who were judging their qualiﬁcations for a leadership position or that their re­
sponses would be kept conﬁdential. This manipulation was designed to examine the extent to which the relationship be­
tween power motivation and decision-making depends on visibility to others judging an aspect of one’s social status.
8.1.2.3. The scenario and task. We used a decision-making scenario and task developed by Tetlock and Boettger (1994). Par­
ticipants were asked to play the role of a regulatory decision-maker for the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), which, they
were told, was asked to consider whether or not to approve a new drug that prevents blood clots that lead to fatal heart
attacks. Participants read their role, medical information about the drug, and the potential costs and beneﬁts associated with
choosing to approve the drug versus maintaining the status quo treatment on the market. Then, participants indicated the
extent to which they would advise deliberating over the decision and whether or not they recommended approving the drug.
8.1.3. Materials
All participants read the role description,which informed them that theywould bemaking regulatorydecisions for the Food
and Drug Administration regarding the introduction of a new drug called Carozile (see Tetlock & Boettger, 1994). Then,
                 
                      
  
                    
                   
                 
                   
                 
                 
                   
                   
                    
                  
                 
                      
                 
                
              
                 
                  
  
                
                 
                 
                   
                  
         
               
            
  
   
                 
                
                 
                    
               
                  
                    
                    
participantswere given a ‘‘factsheet” describing the hypothetical research ﬁndings about Carozile, which showed that itwould
savemore lives than itwould cost. The factsheetwas adapted fromTetlock and Boettger (1994) and is contained in AppendixA.
8.1.4. Procedure
Participants completed the study in groups of between two and ﬁve people. They were led to believe that the session in­
volved two different experiments, one about personal goals and one about management decisions. In fact, the two tasks were
connected. Each session was randomly assigned to a public/private condition (i.e., within each session, participants were all
in either the public or private condition). The instructions began by asking participants to generate 15 personal strivings in
their everyday lives and write them on blank lines beginning ‘‘I typically try to. . .” (see Emmons, 1989).
8.1.4.1. Coding personal strivings for power motivation and afﬁliation motivation. The personal strivings were coded by two
independent judges for afﬁliation and power motivation according to the same procedure used in Study 1. The judges reliably
distinguished afﬁliation and power motivation (Cohen’s j = .81). Ten percent of the strivings listed by all participants were
coded as examples of power motivation, and 17% of the strivings were coded as afﬁliation motivation. The judges were able
to distinguish reliably between socialized and personalized power motivation (Cohen’s j = .82). Of all the power strivings,
54%were personalized and 46%were socialized. Ninety-six percent of the instances of socialized powermotivationwere striv­
ings for a goal that beneﬁts other people. Selections of strivings for a participant high in socialized power motivation and for a
participant high in personalized powermotivation are presented in Table 3. A participant’s personalized and socialized power
motivation scores were the count of personalized power strivings and count of socialized power strivings, respectively.
To test whether the previously discussed possible moderators of aggregate power motivation explained prosocial deci­
sion-making, one coder scored participants’ personal strivings for activity inhibition by counting the instances of the word
‘‘not” (McClelland & Wilsnack, 1972) and sense of responsibility by following the coding scheme developed by Winter and
Barenbaum (1985).
8.1.4.2. Role instructions, knowledge test, and manipulation check. After listing their strivings, participants read their role
instructions and the Carozile ‘‘factsheet.” Participants completed a 5-item knowledge test (see Appendix B) to insure they
paid attention to the ‘‘factsheet” on Carozile (Tetlock & Boettger, 1994) and then the dependent measures. Participants re­
sponded on 9-point scales to four questions measuring perceptions of the need to deliberate over the decision which were
adapted from Study 1 to this decision-making context. To measure their ﬁnal decision, participants were asked, ‘‘Do you rec­
ommend putting the drug Carozile on the market?” (yes/no).
Finally, participants were asked for demographic information, probed for suspicion about a connection between the per­
sonal striving task and the decision about Carozile, debriefed, paid, and dismissed.
8.2. Results
8.2.1. Preliminary analyses
Two participants were removed from all analyses: one participant did not complete the dependent measures, and one
participant indicated suspicion about a connection between the personal strivings task and the Carozile drug scenario.
The remaining analyses were conducted with a ﬁnal sample of 69 participants. Public/private condition did not interact sig­
niﬁcantly with either socialized or personalized power motivation (ps > .4). Thus, we did not ﬁnd support for the hypothesis
that power motivation’s facilitation of decision-making is stronger when others are judging the decision-maker’s leadership
potential. Public/private condition was included as a covariate in all remaining analyses but will not be discussed further.
8.2.1.1. Knowledge test. On the Carozile knowledge test, 39 participants scored 4 out of 5, and the remainder of participants
scored 5. Most of the errors were due to the second question, which asked participants to estimate the likelihood that sci-  
              
     
   
   
      
    
 
     
      
    
    
  
  
                       
                   
Table 3
Selection of strivings for participants high in socialized versus personalized power motivation, Study 2
High in socialized power motivation
Do hard work
Help other people
Admire the world for what it is
 







High in personalized power motivation
Convince others that I am right
Achieve my daily goals







Note. Italicized strivings were coded for the target type of power motivation. These participants scored greater than one standard deviation above the mean
for the target type of power motivation. Strivings are ﬁve examples selected from each participant’s full set of 15.
  
         
       
           
           
       
 
  
          
       
  
      
 
       
                        
 
   
 
   
Table 4
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for measured variables, Study 2
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4a 4b 5 6
1. Female 0.58 0.50 — .10 .01 �.17 .10 �.09 .17
2. Knowledge test 4.44 0.50 — �.04 �.14 .21 �.04 .12
3. Afﬁliation motivation 2.54 1.45 — �.10 .26* �.10 .04
4a. Personalized power motivation 0.67 0.98 — .01 .19 �.17
4b. Socialized power motivation 0.80 1.51 — �.26* .31*
5. Advised deliberation 5.34 1.42 — �.66***
6. Drug approval recommendation 0.33 0.48 —
Note. N = 69. Female and drug approval are dichotomous variables for which M represents the proportion of participants who responded in the afﬁrmative.
* p < .05.
*** p < .001.                    
                 
   
                   
                  
                   
             
                
 
  
                     
                
                
            
                   
                  
               
              
              
                    
                 
                  
               
                 
                
                    
                       
  
  
               
                
                    
                 
              
               
              
     
   
                   
                  
entists would discover a superior drug in the future. Thus, we interpreted the knowledge test score as a measure of partic­
ipants’ level of certainty about the drug’s efﬁcacy and included it as a covariate in all analyses.
8.2.2. Regression analyses
The descriptive statistics for the measured variables and the correlations between them are presented in Table 4. We ran
four regression models, two linear models predicting advised deliberation (a = .65) and two logistic models predicting the
choice to approve Carozile (1 = approval, 0 = no approval). In all models, we included either aggregate power motivation or
socialized and personalized power motivation, afﬁliation motivation, gender, public/private condition, and the knowledge
test score as independent variables. These results, presented in Table 5, support our hypotheses (compare the R2 in models
2 versus 1 and 4 versus 3). Aggregate power motivation was unrelated to either deliberation or approval of the drug. Instead,
as we predicted in this healthcare context, after separating socialized and personalized power motivation, socialized power
motivation explained more variance in the decision-making measures. We explain the models testing for the independent
effects of socialized and personalized power motivation (Models 2 and 4) below.
8.2.2.1. Advised deliberation. In support of our hypothesis about the perceived need for deliberation, Model 2 in Table 5
shows that socialized power motivation was associated with less preference for deliberation about the decision, p = .026,
whereas personalized power motivation and deliberation were not signiﬁcantly related, p = .106. Afﬁliation motivation, gen­
der, and the knowledge test were not signiﬁcantly related to deliberation (ps > .4).
8.2.2.2. Drug approval recommendation. Logistic regression of participants’ decision to approve Carozile yielded results sup­
portive of our hypotheses as well (see Table 5). Model 4 shows that participants higher in socialized power motivation were
signiﬁcantly more likely to introduce the drug to market than were participants lower in socialized power motivation,
p = .029, and the coefﬁcient for personalized power motivation was not statistically signiﬁcant, p = .161. Afﬁliation motiva­
tion, gender, and the knowledge test were not related to this decision (ps > .3).
8.2.2.3. Testing moderators of aggregate power motivation. We did not ﬁnd any support for the previously theorized moder­
ators of aggregate power motivation: activity inhibition, sense of responsibility, or gender. In models predicting deliberation
and approval of the drug and including the covariates from the models in Table 5, aggregate power motivation did not inter­
act signiﬁcantly with gender (p = .660 and .814), activity inhibition (p = .451 and .367), or sense of responsibility (p = .129
and .225).
8.3. Discussion
This study further emphasizes the importance of separating socialized and personalized power motivation. In a health-
care context, socialized power motivation was signiﬁcantly associated with less perceived need for deliberation and greater
likelihood of approval of the drug—a decision that, on balance, would save lives—even after controlling for a host of other
variables such as gender and afﬁliation motivation, which have been associated with some kinds of prosocial behavior.
Aggregating both types of power motivation completely masked the statistical relationship between socialized power moti­
vation and decision-making. Moreover, socialized power motivation was a better predictor of decision-making than were
previous conceptualizations of activity inhibition, sense of responsibility, or gender interacting with aggregate power moti­
vation to produce prosocial decisions.
9. General discussion
These studies support the idea that power motivation consists of two separable desires to inﬂuence others that are based
on distinct social outcomes. Personalized power motivation reﬂects an egoistic desire to make an impact on others with
  
                  





    
 
  
   
   























                    
                     
       
 
   
 
   
 
   
 
   
Table 5
Comparison of regression analyses of advised deliberation and drug approval recommendation on aggregate power motivation versus socialized and
personalized power motivation in a simulated healthcare context, Study 2
Advised deliberationa Drug approval recommendationb

























Note. N = 69. Unstandardized coefﬁcients with standard errors in parentheses. Aggregate Power Motivation = Socialized Power Motivation + Personalized
Power Motivation. All models also include the measure of certainty from the knowledge test and public/private condition as covariates; neither variable
was signiﬁcant in any of the models.
a OLS regression models.
b logistic regression models; R2 is Nagelkerke R2.
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disregard for their interests, and socialized power motivation reﬂects a desire to make a prosocial impact on others. Whether
or not each type of power motivation facilitates inﬂuential decision-making depends on the context in which individuals are
making their decisions. We used two distinct contexts and a variety of decision-making measures to illustrate the role that
the situation plays in eliciting the different types of power motivation and in facilitating the decisions that satisfy each type
of motivation. Participants in Study 1 were confronted with a simulation of one of the most important international conﬂicts
in US history, the Cuban Missile Crisis. In that context, personalized power motivation was associated with the pursuit of
policy responses that escalated rather than reduced conﬂict with the Soviet Union. Study 2 used a simulated healthcare con­
text in which participants made a decision about approving a drug that research indicated would save lives overall. In that
context, participants with greater socialized power motivation were more likely to make the choice that would save the
greatest number of lives, to put the new drug on the market. Beyond these effects of personalized and socialized power moti­
vation on individuals’ actual decisions, power motivation also facilitated decision-making in another way: it reduced the
perceived need to deliberate before making the decision. In both studies, the type of power motivation elicited by the context
was associated with a preference for less deliberation over the decision that was being made.
9.1. Future directions
In testing various alternative conceptualizations of how power motivation can drive prosocial behavior in Study 2, we did
not ﬁnd that aggregate power motivation (personalized plus socialized power motivation) interacted with gender, activity
inhibition, or a sense of responsibility to explain our results. Although future research might continue to explore moderators
of power motivation, our ﬁndings suggest that work in this area could beneﬁt from parsing socialized and personalized
power motivation out of aggregate power motivation and considering their independent psychological effects. In emphasiz­
ing the difference between socialized and personalized power motivation, we see a number of opportunities for additional
research.
9.1.1. The relationship between personalized and socialized power motivation
We described above that we conceptualize socialized and personalized power motivation as theoretically independent
constructs, and in the current studies they were not strongly related to one another. However, in Study 1, the two types
of power motivation were modestly, inversely related. This suggests that future work might uncover the conditions under
which and populations in which the two types display a relationship with each other. It would also be interesting to know
whether or not there are optimal power motivation proﬁles (e.g., high socialized, low personalized power motivation) re­
lated to individual performance in political careers or in public sector organizations. These potential advances notwithstand­
ing, the two types of power motivation do not appear to be positively associated with each other; thus, aggregating them
does not seem to be an appropriate research strategy. In fact, our results show that aggregating personalized and socialized
power motivation can mask important relationships between power motivation and decision-making variables. Personalized
and socialized power motivation have different effects in different contexts, and future research could beneﬁt from measur­
ing them separately.
9.1.2. Person–environment ﬁt
Another future direction for research on power motivation would be to explore hypotheses derived from the literature on
person–environment ﬁt (Edwards, 2008; Pervin, 1968; Roberts & Robins, 2004; Walsh, Craik, & Price, 2000). For example, if
motive–environment ﬁt is important in providing opportunities for needs and desires to be satisﬁed, individuals with a
strong implicit power motive might seek out situations in which they can inﬂuence other people (McClelland, 1985). These
motive-consistent situations would provide incentives to satisfy individuals’ motives, which would result in positive affect
                
                  
                
                 
                  
                  
               
                
                
                  
                
   
  
                    
                    
                   
                      
                  
                     
          
 
                     
 
               
                
                     
                  
                      
                    
                         
                  
   
                 
                      
                    
                  
                   
 
             
                    
 
         
    
    
     
      
               
   
  
  
and satisfaction (Brunstein, Schultheiss, & Grässmann, 1998; Emmons, Diener, & Larsen, 1986; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell,
1991; Schultheiss, 2001). Considering our ﬁndings in light of the framework of person–environment ﬁt suggests that in their
daily lives individuals with high personalized power motive would anticipate and experience more positive affect frommak­
ing a self-interested impact on others, and individuals with high socialized power motive would experience these same po­
sitive affective states by taking beneﬁcent action. One result of motive–environment ﬁt is that the power motive manifests
itself in the roles, types of organizations, and careers that individuals pursue (Harms, Roberts, & Winter, 2006). Socialized
power motive may guide people toward social service organizations and helping occupations, and personalized power mo­
tive may direct people toward occupations promoting aggressive strategy and forceful action (e.g., the military). Further, mo­
tive–environment ﬁt could strengthen a particular motivational drive. As a result, motivation and environment could serve
to reinforce each other in a corresponsive fashion over time (Roberts & Pomerantz, 2004). Future longitudinal studies could
investigate the dynamics of this kind of reinforcement process between individuals’ environments and their personalized or
socialized power motive.
10. Conclusion
Like the experience of power itself, the motivation for power is thought to have a profound effect on thought and behav­
ior. Yet, little is known about how quick to make decisions individuals with high power motivation are in comparison to
those with low power motivation. The power motivation of political leaders and ordinary people can give insight into the
extent to which they will deliberate over decisions and make choices that will impact others’ lives. But if we can dig deeper,
understanding whether individuals want to serve others or serve themselves through their inﬂuence, we might be able to
predict just what types of decisions they will make and whether they, and the people around them, would be better served
if they deliberated more over the consequences of their actions.
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Appendix A. Presentation of carozile research ﬁndings, Study 2 (adapted from Tetlock & Boettger, 1994)
The drug under consideration is an anti-coagulant called Carozile. In experimental research, scientists have found that
Carozile breaks up blood clots that, if left untreated, could lead to fatal heart attacks. This research also found a costly trade-
off to this beneﬁt: Carozile can cause severe internal bleeding, which leads to strokes in certain patients. Unfortunately, re­
search has been unable to identify what factors interact with the drug to cause the bleeding, so it is impossible to predict
ahead of time who will suffer internal bleeding as a result of administering the drug. The best available clinical prediction
is that between 300 and 900 more people at risk of this kind of heart attack will die each year if doctors do not administer
Carozile to them but that 100–300 patients per year will die—patients who would not have died otherwise—due to admin­
istration of Carozile.
Carozile has no known pharmaceutical substitute for patients who would beneﬁt from its anti-clotting effects. If these
patients do not take Carozile, many of them would die. Although there is always a chance of discovering a better drug that
would not be limited by the cost of some patients experiencing internal bleeding and strokes, the leading researchers in the
ﬁeld unanimously maintain that this is unlikely to happen anytime soon. The likelihood of signiﬁcant breakthroughs, or even
better evidence about how to predict who would experience internal bleeding from Carozile, in the next year is extremely
low.
Appendix B. Carozile knowledge test, Study 2 (adapted from Tetlock & Boettger, 1994)
Please answer all questions by circling the best answer. Base your answers only on the information you have read about
Carozile.
1. What is the main purpose of taking Carozile?
a. reduce blood pressure
b. reduce blood clotting
c. reduce inﬂammation at joints
d. increase dopamine in the brain





   





          
  
  












4. Carozile is known to cause diarrhea in some patients.
a. True
b. False
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